The transformation of patriotism into nationalism has become one of the accepted grand narratives of eighteenth-century British history.1 From its first appearance in English in the 1720s, "patriotism" as a political slogan expressed devotion to the common good of the patria and hostility to sectional interests and became a staple of oppositional politics. Though it was attacked by ministerialist writers, it was a liability only for those like the elder Pitt, whose attachment to patriotism when in opposition was not matched by his behavior when in government. The transformation of patriotism into nationalism has become one of the accepted grand narratives of eighteenth-century British history.1 From its first appearance in English in the 1720s, "patriotism" as a political slogan expressed devotion to the common good of the patria and hostility to sectional interests and became a staple of oppositional politics. Though it was attacked by ministerialist writers, it was a liability only for those like the elder Pitt, whose attachment to patriotism when in opposition was not matched by his behavior when in government. The transformation of patriotism into nationalism has become one of the accepted grand narratives of eighteenth-century British history.1 From its first appearance in English in the 1720s, "patriotism" as a political slogan expressed devotion to the common good of the patria and hostility to sectional interests and became a staple of oppositional politics. Though it was attacked by ministerialist writers, it was a liability only for those like the elder Pitt, whose attachment to patriotism when in opposition was not matched by his behavior when in government. half century, both radicals and loyalists fought over the appropriation of patriotism: the radicals to rescue it from the contempt into which it had fallen in the 1770s, the loyalists and the government to harness its potent discourse of national duty for the cause of monarchical revivalism and aggressive anti-Gallicanism. It is now generally agreed that the conservatives won, as the oppositional language of the early and mid-eighteenth century was thereby transformed into "an officially constructed patriotism which stressed attachment to the monarchy, the importance of empire, the value of military and naval achievement, and the desirability of strong, stable government by a virtuous, able and authentically British elite."4 This new-forged patriotism, aggressive, anticosmopolitan, and particularist, provided the foundation for later nationalism and jingoism. Patriotism's republican and radical heritage was long since forgotten by the heyday of empire in the nineteenth century and has only recently been recovered by a salutary effort of intellectual archaeology.5
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The transmission of the language of patriotism has attracted less attention than its transformation. From its entry into British political language in the 1720s, patriotism formed part of the longer Country tradition, as it was transmitted from Exclusionist England to Revolutionary America.6 The gradual appropriation of patriotism by conservatives and loyalists would seem to belie the continuity of the reformist tradition of which it was a part. Recent historians have remarked on the fact that late eighteenth-and nineteenth-century radicalism drew on long-accumulated traditions of patriotism that had their origins in the "highly conservative ideology of the Country party tradition." This has been taken to reflect the eclecticism of radicals, who drew as freely on traditional constitutionalism, patriotism, and parliamentarism as they did on Paineite republican-ism.7 The connection between the narratives of the rightward drift of patriotism and the continuity of the radical tradition across the eighteenth century8 compels a reconsideration of the supposed conservatism of the Country tradition itself and demands a reassessment of the figure who stands most often as a synecdoche for that tradition, Henry St. John, Viscount Bolingbroke.9 This article will therefore examine the reception of Bolingbroke's The Idea of a Patriot King (1738) in order to show how one version of early eighteenth-century patriotism retained its links with radicalism up to the 1780s, resisted appropriation by monarchical reaction in the following three decades, and only finally succumbed to conservatism in the aftermath of Reform in the 1830s.
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The Idea of a Patriot King is at once among the most famous and the most maligned works of eighteenth-century British political thought. Even for Bolingbroke's most committed students, the work is "a confession of failure," neither his "greatest" nor his "most influential political treatise," and its importance is "undoubtedly exaggerated" by its opponents. It "has received attention disproportionate to its intrinsic value" and as "political philosophy ... is disappointingly superficial"; though it stands as "the summation of his political writings and career," it nevertheless "constitutes his great failure."14 Despite valuable recent contextualizations of the work in the diverse milieux of the opposition to Sir Robert Walpole,'5 this consensus of disapproval has kept The Idea of a Patriot King out of studies of British patriotism in the later eighteenth century. Since Bolingbroke's politics have been assumed to be reactionary and aristocratic, they have been taken to be irrelevant to later traditions that were radical and demotic, and he is remembered rather as the grandfather of English conservatism, the forerunner of Edmund Burke, the model for Benjamin Disraeli, and the totem for the Tory party of Rab Butler.'6 Where the Patriot King appears at all, it is as a plank in this conservative platform, with the Dissertation upon Parties as the key text from a supposedly more radical and populist Bolingbroke. The Idea of a Patriot King is at once among the most famous and the most maligned works of eighteenth-century British political thought. Even for Bolingbroke's most committed students, the work is "a confession of failure," neither his "greatest" nor his "most influential political treatise," and its importance is "undoubtedly exaggerated" by its opponents. It "has received attention disproportionate to its intrinsic value" and as "political philosophy ... is disappointingly superficial"; though it stands as "the summation of his political writings and career," it nevertheless "constitutes his great failure."14 Despite valuable recent contextualizations of the work in the diverse milieux of the opposition to Sir Robert Walpole,'5 this consensus of disapproval has kept The Idea of a Patriot King out of studies of British patriotism in the later eighteenth century. Since Bolingbroke's politics have been assumed to be reactionary and aristocratic, they have been taken to be irrelevant to later traditions that were radical and demotic, and he is remembered rather as the grandfather of English conservatism, the forerunner of Edmund Burke, the model for Benjamin Disraeli, and the totem for the Tory party of Rab Butler.'6 Where the Patriot King appears at all, it is as a plank in this conservative platform, with the Dissertation upon Parties as the key text from a supposedly more radical and populist Bolingbroke. Yet the Patriot King proved equally popular with radicals in the contention over the American War, the Association Movement, and the Reform controversy. Only once Reform had been achieved did Bolingbroke's patriot king come to stand as the emblem of an archaic and nostalgic ideal, and only then did Bolingbroke join the ranks of reactionaries, to become a founding father of Toryism.
The Idea of a Patriot King was the last major example in the English-speaking world of that venerable humanistic genre, the mirror for a prince.17 Exactly which prince was to be the recipient of Bolingbroke's counsel cannot be settled for certain, though Frederick Louis, Prince of Wales, is a much more plausible candidate than Charles Edward Stuart.18 Its composition may also have been spurred by the birth of Frederick's son, Prince George, later to be George III, in June 1738.19 Bolingbroke had returned to England from exile in France in July 1738, just a month after the infant prince was born, and composed his work in the autumn of that year. The birth of Frederick's son gave hope for dynastic continuity and thereby strengthened the hand of the Prince of Wales, not least by adding further paternal domesticity to his image in order to erase the public's memories of his misspent youth.20 It was also at this point that Frederick was moving nearer to the leaders of the opposition to Walpole and was openly flaunting his connections with the enemies of his father's chief minister. Yet even those closest to Frederick realized his instability and political weakness. In such a situation, and at such a time, the need arose for counsel from a wise and experienced adviser. In February, Bolingbroke had already adverted to the necessity of making a prince into The Patriot King has always excited more interest in its creation than in its reception, largely because of the furor over its transformation from coterie text to public work.23 Bolingbroke returned to France in the spring of 1739 and left his manuscript in the hands of Pope with express instructions that a tiny edition of fewer than ten copies should be produced for the small circle of Bolingbroke's friends in the patriot opposition to Walpole who were also close to Prince Frederick. Though the story of Pope's failure to observe Bolingbroke's wishes is a tangled one, it seems that he secretly had printed an edition of fifteen hundred copies of the book, which were found on his death and immediately burned on Bolingbroke's orders.24 Some copies survived the fire, and parts of the text drawn from one of these copies began to appear in the press in January 1749. Bolingbroke was mortified and forced to go public with both the full, revised text of the work as well as with his anger at Pope's infidelity. The ensuing pamphlet skirmish, in which Pope's executors and admirers defended his reputation against Bolingbroke's chagrin, is one of the literary causes celebres of the eighteenth century but has little connection with the ideological legacy of patriot kingship.25 However, the violence of the controversy and the tortured circumstances in which the Patriot King first came into general circulation have overshadowed serious investigation of that legacy.
Bolingbroke's choice of the patriot king as a hero who would rise above party and defend the constitution at home and British trade abroad summed up a decade of early Hanoverian princely panegyric and oppositional poetry.26 The Patriot King's implicit satire on the oligarchical and pusillanimous regime of late Walpolean Britain as well as its ambitiously unspecific plans for moral reform and commercial prosperity also mark it as a utopian work.27 Like many such utopias, it had an immediate polemical and reformative purpose, but its lack of precise reference also made it applicable as a model for later princes and a yardstick against which to measure their conduct. The Patriot King epitomized the genre of princely advice in eighteenth-century Britain, but it did not therefore signal the desperate exhaustion of Bolingbroke's own political cause as he retreated into archaic and impractical Platonic speculation.28 Rather, it marked a shift in Bolingbroke's presumed audience, after his years of campaigning against Walpole's administration in Parliament and the press. In his periodical essays, he had tried to shape public opinion toward a patriotic conception of the common good, and in the Senecan letters of the mid-1730s, which he wrote from France to his aristocratic allies in England, he had urged the leadership of an aristocracy of reason to revive "the spirit of patriotism."29 Though the Patriot King was writ-text drawn from one of these copies began to appear in the press in January 1749. Bolingbroke was mortified and forced to go public with both the full, revised text of the work as well as with his anger at Pope's infidelity. The ensuing pamphlet skirmish, in which Pope's executors and admirers defended his reputation against Bolingbroke's chagrin, is one of the literary causes celebres of the eighteenth century but has little connection with the ideological legacy of patriot kingship.25 However, the violence of the controversy and the tortured circumstances in which the Patriot King first came into general circulation have overshadowed serious investigation of that legacy.
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As the American War dragged into its fourth grueling and costly year, patriot kingship was at the center of debate during the stormy meeting of the Yorkshire Association on the night of 30 December 1779. As the climax of the Association Movement, the York assembly was the curtain-raiser for what Butterfield famously described as Britain's "revolution that we escaped" in 1780, the year of Dunning's Resolution, Burke's movement for Economical Reform, and the Gordon Riots.58 Though the expectation seems to have been that the meeting would be consensual, the intervention of one local notable was startling and raised a squall of controversy that blew well into 1780. Leonard Smelt, the former subgovernor to the Prince of Wales and hence the suspected mouthpiece of the court, spoke out vehemently against the terms of the petition and argued that at such a time of crisis-with land war in America, disaffection in Ireland, the nation's defenses run-down, and the people seemingly unconscious of their civic duty-the powers of the crown should actually be increased to help the nation resist the emergency.59 Smelt argued that the king could do no wrong, that it was the people who were corrupt, and that the king was not the servant of this selfish and supine populace but rather was "not only the first, the greatest, and the best, but, I am sorry to say it, . . . the ONLY Patriot in this Country."60 Smelt's remarks outraged his opponents. Christopher Wyvill and his supporters charged that Smelt spoke the language of the court and that these "revived doctrines of Toryism," in which the king had been raised, were in fact responsible for the loss of the colonies, national decline, and the collapse of Britain's international standing.61 Two warring versions of patriotism were arrayed in the debate over the Yorkshire Association meeting, the imperial and the oppositional. Smelt's speech was reported from both perspectives and nuanced accordingly. The competing versions exemplified the politicized reconstruction of speeches, inflected by precise agendas and directed to sympathetic audiences, that was characteristic of late eighteenth-century public prints.62 Smelt's own version of his speech stressed the honor of the crown-that dangerous prerogative at which his antagonists bridledand "the dignity of the empire . . . against the insidious attacks of the despotic house of Bourbon," and took a broad imperial perspective on the preceding century of British history. He blamed the Revolution Settlement and the Hanoverian succession for inducing complacency in Britain, allowing the Whigs systematically to foster selfishness and corruption, which all led to the death of amor patrice. He concluded with a warning for the whole empire. Once more, Britain was on the defensive against the French (who had allied with the rebellious colonists the year before). In this time of national danger that much needed amor patrice was reawakening. The common danger could at last help "to open the 59 Ibid., pp. 202-4. The Wyvillites' version of Smelt's speech can be found in The eyes of America to her true interest, and to effect a complete union of the whole empire under a common advantage, common liberty and common support." How foolish, then, to press for a divisive petition that would create domestic division, undermine patriotism, and enervate the imperial sovereignty of King George.63
Supporters of the crown demanded that patriotism should be reappropriated as an imperial virtue; to radical opponents of the court, this attempt to hijack amor patrice smacked above all of royal prerogative, Tory doctrine, and the "language of the court." The Wyvillites charged that Smelt had amply confirmed what had long been suspected: that there had been a plot for Georgian tyranny, inculcated by the king's tutors in his youth, affirmed at his accession, and enacted ever since in the expansion of the prerogative and the strengthening of the crown. Smelt had been a humble character in this plot, but the script had been written forty years earlier and soon all would be revealed: "It is thought . . . that when a certain Paper, which was written by the late Lord Bolingbroke, for the Use of the late Prince of Wales, appears, there will be found a perfect Consistency in the Measures of the last twenty Years; and that the Manuscript alluded to, and the Speech here published, will be thought a proper Prologue and Epilogue to the Drama, . . . which during that Period, has been uniformly playing on a certain Stage."64 The key terms in this drama were patriotism and kingship; the deepest divisions lay between a national and an imperial perspective on each. To Smelt, patriot kingship represented the only salvation for the empire when the people had been corrupted by self-interest and Whiggery. However, for the Wyvillites, such a vision of monarchy was simply the tempting bait for Georgian tyranny, a trap waiting to be sprung at a time of national emergency. The king could still rescue himself from that trap, advised Wyvill, but only by hearkening to the Yorkshire petition: "A patriot King must esteem himself happy in the opportunity it would afford him to gratify his subjects by redressing their just complaints."65 This appeal was to the patriot king as the father of his people rather than as an imperial monarch. The masks of Bolingbroke's character were beginning to break apart from one another, as the ideal of patriot kingship was becoming fitfully identified with a monarchy above Parliament rather than a monarch beyond party.
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